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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-15 have been examined. 
This action is made Non-Final. 

Specification 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the abstract is not in a single 
paragraph of 150 words or less. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Drawings 

Figure 1 A and IB should be designated by a legend such as —Prior Art— because only 
that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in compliance with 
37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header 
(as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes 
are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

Claim Objections 
Claim 8 is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Regarding claim 8, please remove "ground" (see line 4 of claim). 
Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 1, the claim cites the limitation "apparatus "(see line 5 of claim). 
Examiner is uncertain if applicant intended to refer to the "apparatus" cited in the preamble (see 
line 1 of claim) or a different apparatus. Also, the claim cites the limitation "second signal paths 
from target processor mode identifying the mode of operation a central of the of operational 
signal" (see line 8-10 of claim). This phrase makes no sense. Examiner interprets claim 
limitation as "second signal paths". Furthermore, the claim cites the limitation "the unit 
providing a response to event signals the signals on the second signal paths"(see line 12-13 of 
claim). Examiner is uncertain whether applicant intended to claim "the unit providing a response 
to event signals from the signals on the second signal paths". If so, examiner suggests amending 
the claim accordingly. 

Regarding claim 4, the claim cites "wherein the first mode of instruction code execution 
a background mode of instruction and a second mode of instruction execution was a foreground 
or program mode of instruction execution". First, examiner is uncertain whether applicant 
intended to claim "wherein the first mode of instruction code execution is a background mode of 
instruction and a second mode of instruction execution is a foreground or program mode of 
instruction execution" If so, examiner suggests amending the claim accordingly. Second, the 
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claim limitation is contradictory to the specification. The specification cites "Because the 
assertion of the response to the event is prohibited from occurring during the foreground code 
execution, the results of the detection of the events are delayed until the target processor returns 
to the background code execution" (see page 21 middle paragraph), indicating wherein the first 
mode of instruction code execution is a foreground mode of instruction and a second mode of 
instruction execution is a background or program mode of instruction execution. 

Regarding claim 6, the claim cites "wherein the trigger unit generates a sync signal in 
response to a trigger signal". The claim limitation is contradictory to the specification. The 
specification discloses a Sync ID generation unit generating a sync signal, not the trigger unit 
(see figure 2 and page 13 lines 27-31). 

Regarding claim 7, the claim cites "providing a delayed response to an event detected 
during a second mode of instruction execution, the response to the event delayed until the target 
processor enters a second mode of instruction" (see line 5-8 of claim). This phrase makes no 
sense and contradictory to the specification. Examiner is uncertain whether applicant intended to 
claim "providing a delayed response to an event detected during a second mode of instruction 
execution, the response to the event delayed until the target processor enters a first mode of 
instruction" If so, examiner suggests amending the claim accordingly. 

Regarding claim 12, the claim cites "wherein the first mode of operation is a background 
or program mode of instruction execution and the second mode of operation is a background or 
interrupt service routine mode of instruction execution" The claim cites wherein the first and 
second mode can be both the background mode of instruction execution, which makes no sense 
and contradictory to the specification. Examiner is uncertain whether applicant intended to claim 
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"wherein the first mode of operation is a background or program mode of instruction execution 
and the second mode of operation is a foreground or interrupt service routine mode of 
instruction execution" If so, examiner suggests amending the claim accordingly. 

The remaining claims, not specifically mentioned, are rejected for being dependent upon 
one of the claims mentioned above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1,2,5,7, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by US 
Patent Application Publication 2004/0015879 of Pauw et al. referred hereinafter "Pauw". 

Regarding claim 1, Pauw discloses in a target processor, an apparatus for controlling the 
response to an event, the apparatus comprising: 

a central processing unit (see figure 1 item 120 or 200 and page 2 paragraph 15). 

first signal paths from selected apparatus in the central processing unit, the selected 
apparatus receiving predetermined event signals (see figure 1 "enable/disable" or "control of task 
and details" and page 2 paragraph 1 5). 
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second signal paths from target processor mode identifying the mode of operation a 
central of the of operation signals (see figure 1 "enable/disable" or "control of task and details" 
and page 2 paragraph 15). 

a unit coupled to the first and second signal paths, the unit providing a response to event 
signals the signals on the second signal paths (see figure 1 item 100 "tracing mechanism" and 
page 2 paragraph 15). 

Regarding claim 2, Pauw discloses the claim limitation as discussed above. Pauw further 
discloses wherein the unit receives control signals from a user (see page 2 paragraph 15). 

Regarding claim 5, Pauw discloses the claim limitation as discussed above. Pauw further 
discloses wherein the unit is a trigger unit and wherein the response to an event signal is the 
generation of a trigger signal (see figure 3 and page 3 paragraph 26-27). 

Regarding claim 7, Pauw discloses the method of responding to an event detected in a 
target processor, the method comprising: 

providing an immediate response to an event detected during a first mode of instruction 
execution. Pauw discloses a "trace off 5 mode (first mode) which responds to burst request 
(event) (see figure 3 and page 3 paragraph 25) 

providing a delayed response to an event detected during a second mode of instruction 
execution, the response to the event delayed until the target processor enters a second mode of 
instruction execution. Pauw discloses a "awaiting trigger" mode (second mode) which responds 
to trigger event or stop request when it on the "awaiting trigger" mode (second mode) (see figure 
3 and page 3 paragraph 26). 
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Regarding claim 10, Pauw discloses the claim limitation as discussed above. Pauw 
further discloses wherein the immediate and the delayed response is the generation of a trigger 
signal (see figure 3 and page 3 paragraph 26). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the , 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 3,1 1,13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pauw in view of US Patent Application Publication 2004/0044776 of Larkin. 

Regarding claim 3, Pauw discloses the claim limitation as discussed above. However, 
Pauw fails to disclose: 

wherein the response to an event signal detected during a first mode of instruction code 
execution is delayed until a second mode of instruction code execution. 

Larkin discloses a method of transferring data remotely that allows for retransmission at a 
later time when there is a network outage (see page 4 paragraph 53). It is understood a network 
outage indicates a first mode and a normal working network indicates a second mode. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Pauw and Larkin to enable retransmission of data at a later 
time when there is a network outage, indicating wherein the response to an event signal detected 
during a first mode of instruction code execution is delayed until a second mode of instruction 
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code execution. A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make the 
combine the teachings because Pauw is concerned with remotely transmitting data (see page 2 
paragraph 15 and 21) and enabling retransmission at a later time when there is no longer a 
network outage, as per teaching of Larkin (see page 4 paragraph 53), ensure data will be 
received. . 

Regarding claim 11, Pauw discloses a test and debug system in a target processor, the 
system comprising: 

a central processing unit, the central processing unit generating event signals 
and mode of operation signals (see figure 1 item 120 or 200 and page 2 paragraph 15). 

a logic unit responsive to the event signals and to the mode of operation signals, the logic 
unit providing an immediate response to an event signal in a first mode of operation. Pauw 
discloses responding to trigger event (see figure 3 and page 3 paragraph 26). 

However, Pauw fails to explicitly discloses: 

the logic unit providing a response to an event signal during second mode of operation in 
the first mode of operation. 

Larkin discloses a method of transferring data remotely that allows for retransmission at a 
later time when there is a network outage (see page 4 paragraph 53). It is understood a network 
outage indicates a second mode and a normal working network indicates a first mode. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Pauw and Larkin to enable retransmission of data at a later 
time when there is a network outage, indicating the logic unit providing a response to an event 
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signal during second mode of operation in the first mode of operation. A person of ordinary skill 
in the art would have been motivated to make the combine the teachings because Pauw is 
concerned with remotely transmitting data (see page 2 paragraph 15 and 21) and enabling 
retransmission at a later time when there is no longer a network outage, as per teaching of Larkin 
(see page 4 paragraph 53), ensure data will be received. 

Regarding claim 13, Pauw in view of Larkin discloses the claim limitation as discussed 
above. Pauw further discloses wherein the response is the generation of a trigger signal (see 
figure 3 and page 3 paragraph 26). 

Regarding claim 14, Pauw in view of Larkin discloses the claim limitation as discussed 
above. Pauw further discloses in response to first control signals, the response of the logic unit to 
an event is generated immediately in both the first and the second mode of operation. Pauw 
discloses in response to connection request/burst request from the user, entering an awaiting 
trigger mode where it is awaiting a trigger (see page 3 paragraph 25-26). 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pauw in view of 
US Patent No. 6,615,371 of McCullough et al. referred hereinafter "McCullough". 

Regarding claim 6, Pauw discloses the claim limitation as discussed above. Pauw further 
discloses a trace stream generation apparatus (see figure 1 item 100 "tracing mechanism" and 
page 2 paragraph 15). However, Pauw fails to disclose: 

wherein the trigger unit generates a sync signal in response to a trigger signal. 

McCullough discloses a tracing system that uses trace sync signal to indicate the start of a 
group of substantive signal that provide trace information (see column 5 lines 41-46). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Pauw and McCullough to include sync signals, thus 
indicating wherein the trigger unit generates a sync signal in response to a trigger signal. A 
person of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make the combine the teachings 
because Pauw is concerned with receiving trace signal/information from a remote processor (see 
figure 1 item 200 and page 2 paragraph 15 and 21) and sync signal, as per teachings of 
McCullough, enable identification of the start of a group of substantive signal that provide trace 
information (see column 5 lines 41-46). 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pauw in view of 
Larkin and in further view of McCullough. 

Regarding claim 15, Pauw in view of Larkin discloses the claim limitation as discussed 
above. Pauw further discloses a trace stream generating apparatus (see figure 1 item 100 "tracing 
mechanism" and page 2 paragraph 15) and the response of the logic unit is the generation of a 
trigger signal (see figure 3 and page 3 paragraph 26). However, Pauw in view of Larkin fails to 
disclose: 

the trigger signal resulting in a sync marker in the trace stream. 

McCullough discloses a tracing system that uses trace sync signal to indicate the start of a 
group of substantive signal that provide trace information (see column 5 lines 41-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Pauw and McCullough to include sync signals, thus 
indicating the trigger signal resulting in a sync marker in the trace stream. A person of ordinary 
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skill in the art would have been motivated to make the combine the teachings because Pauw is 
concerned with receiving trace signal/information from a remote processor (see figure 1 item 200 
and page 2 paragraph 15 and 21) and sync signal, as per teachings of McCullough, enable 
identification of the start of a group of substantive signal that provide trace information (see 
column 5 lines 41-46). 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

See Form PTO-892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Emerson C. Puente whose telephone number is (571) 272-3652. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W. Beausoliel can be reached on (571) 272-3645. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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